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) S PART I: ISSUES IN WRITING ASSESSMENT ~ ‘ ;
\ L . ‘ . ‘ §§
Overview® . .- g

.

A]tﬁbugh writing is cited as one of'the three basic skills, it has =~

®

\

re - ‘ ¥ g . . - o) ¢ : T - - ‘
recéived much less research attention and much 1ess_1nstruct1ona1 and L |
\

|

. assessment emphas1s than read1ng and mathemat1cs,,the other two bas1c “ . “ i

» hd ’

s b -~,,

- subject? aPeas "0ur understand1ng ‘of student wr1¢1ng sk1?1s 1s 1nadequate ',Fv- :,?

. . and the reséarch and theor1z1ng in”the f:e]d f% somewhat d1sordered
. (" v | ‘ ‘ 3 )
In contrast to«the readlng and mathemat?cs doma1ns, there is little 7
. ' ’ / ~*
consensus’ among profess1ona1s about'what const1tutes “good" or even

® f"adequate" writing performance "or even about what know]edge and sub- ’

~
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: sk1lls it subsumes. \Accord1ngdy, 1nstruct1ona1 Methods and content, and -

¥

-the assessment of wr1t1ng ach1eVement have been arb1trar11y determ1ned

-

it

‘»—

B3y

or referenced{]oose]yqto any one’of a var1ety of compet1ng definitions )

[ d
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]
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of writing. v v -

. v

A review of research and theory:-im writing reveals three predominant
* \

. ., conceptual categories: writing structure, writing function, and writing.

. N , . . .

process. Studies in writing structure assume a product orientation.

IR Gyt T -

writing ability is evidenced in the features of?the written pmoduct and
- ‘ J s
R inquiry {s directed pr1mani1y ‘to 11ngu1st1c featurés oF syntax. Stud1es S

o v

in writing function assume a véhicular or1entat1on in wh1ch writing is
kY

viewed as a tool adaptable to writing purpose. Competence is evidenced-

’

i

¢

by the'writer's ability'to adapt-to a variety of gudiences and.rhetorica] ‘ e
purposes. Wr%ting prooess‘stdoies exemo]ifyuthe cognitive psyCho1099 -
,. ‘ orientatton in which writing is.viewed as the interaction of task R
\ _ requirements and wniter str;teoies. “nquiry,fs‘prﬁmani1y;into hypo;‘ ’
’ . BN

hd N o B ) ’ v .
thesized cognitive component processes as they are revealed through v 4

t . )
' N ® *
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‘behavioral observations and introspection. 'Writing competepce is viewed

as the abi]it} of the %{iter to cope with the task demands.

\
Despite the diversity of these perspect1ves on wr1t1ng, they are

not adversarial or antithetical. 7 In fact, it appears that they might

. -each present a partial exp]anation of the compLex domain of writing.

Taken together thetr theor1es and research f1nd1ngs often comp]ement

- A

each other.  For example, many of the features taken as 1nd1cat1ng a

‘good. text arg explainable outcomes of compqnent processes characterizing
. . s . 7/

good writing behaviors. . - e .
'Unfortunate]y, the urgent need among,practitioneLs for a reliable .
r ) ¥ )

" . system for' assessing student writing ability has led to a narrow viey of
the product features of writing skills. The gmphases in test practice
. s 4
-have been upon rating scales and the tasks and procedures’ to be followed

by'raters One of the issues this narrow'perspective raises is the

> * . h - .’

1nstruct1ona1 (and perhaps construct) va11d1ty of proceduras. For _ .
examp]é2 prewr1t1ng activitdies and rev1s1on which aré presumed to
affect text quality, are heay11y endorsed components of writing 1nstruc-v

. , ' t ' :

tion. Yet-current predominant assessment strategies do not directly

’

assess the writer's ability to revise nor the quality of text revision

efforts. Nevertheless, much research indicates that students' compg-

. .\

. : ‘ L
» " tence in and understanding of the notion of revision is a salient dis~

\ ¢ - A4 - » ,

*+  tinguishing characteristic between skilTed and unskilled writers. For . -

3

P, . »

instance: Ehg]ishﬁteachersqreport difficulty 1n'getting unskilTed or . ,/“
(%

bas1c student wr1ters to conceive of revision as more: than cosmet1c

°
- [N + .
‘ .- s -
PR

. ed1t1ng of punctuat1on and word 1eve? errors. . _— . .

; . ~
' Th1s paper aims, then, to encourage -a broader 1n€egrat1ve V1ew ) o
of tHe writing skills domain. 'Th1s view will serve ‘as reference for ' v

g
an

- ' '




developing a sound assessment program which (i) recognizes a'variety of

teachable companent sk1lls and (2) descr1bes a student g writing ability

as. a prof1fe of h1s/her competence or, ach1evement in each of those

skills.
¥

. .
» A -~

Y

. P
. Issues in Writing Assessment -.

The UCLA Center for-the Study of Evaluation has described several

qua]ities'that should be considered in the Heve]opment and installation

of any asseésment program_(Baken, 1977). Brief}y describéed; these

include:

fo110w1ng concerns

K

) publ1cnessi ’ .. What 1s be1ng tested as "writing" and hpw is 1&

A

)
© ’ . \‘

publicness: The pub11c including, students, should have -
. . access to and an understanding of the assessment
doma1n <"
Aeconomjt . The test.program should function to minimiie

. the time, money, and oppoftunity costs to
’ students and staff.

instructional sensitivify: The test program should support
: the instructional program by tésting content
amenable to and 1nc19ded in instruction.

meaningfu]ness:"The testing experience should be seen as
. important by the student test- takers.

equfty: - ‘The testing pfogram shoﬁ]& prom1de'equa1 oppor-
P tunity to succeed or fdij to‘all students, based
upon their learniny. .

techn1ca1 adequacy: The testing program should provide.reli-
. . able, va11d ést1mates OT student performance

v

'App]ied to the assessment of writing sk111s,=these criteria rajse the,

o . - . o
- N . !

>
- LY

be1ng tested’ What do the assessment scores -

gy o : mean’ . -

. . /
" o . '
1

~ economy: What is the mést cost-effectTve way of agsess-

: ing writing: mu1t1ﬁﬁe-choﬁce or wrifing sample? .
. - - In collectipg writing samples, how' are. they
most efficiently gathered and scored? How.many

e s . .- should be gathered?. How many rated?

{. 2 ' . . v ®

o

- .. i . .
. ) . .
- . ‘
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b i 1nstruct1ona1 sensitivity: What (d1agnost1c or/prescr1pt1ve) :

, Coed Y . .+# , finstructional information do the-writing tests v
< . T © ' .yield? What recommendations Yor remediation do
N U \ T they provide? How+do they tap the success of
o - classroom #nstruction or district curricula in
’ I writing? What nonwriting or prerequ1s1te ) .

.5 skills are assessed?
meaningfulhess: What_is the significance of "the testing
. exper1ence'for the- student test takers? Whate
does the test convey to them about writing as
a sk1117 What information is fed back to-the

- stqdent’ : . o ]
: * . ‘ . . oo e et o e e
. equity: * Does the relationship between the obtained”

M O ‘ score  and the true score in writing ability
\v'\ hold for all test takers? Is. the test task the

: -7 same fbr all student test takers? What are the .
T "+ . major equity issues in writing assessment <
. -~ (e. g.* nonstandard English)? .
tecngkcal adequacy Boes the test task provide.a reliable i
_*aeeﬁ,,JLT- " Jndicator of students’ level of.achievement ih - -
. -+, - writing? Doks the test really measure writing = -
skil1s? .Is the definition of writing complete
- and appropriate to the interpretation of the
. test scores? How confidently and to what '
r + extent may the outcomes be generalized to -

: wr1t1qg in other areas or for other functions
and topics? Are different writing topics
equivalent? . Are different error types of equal
importance? , . ;

.

. ¢

e

Some of the maJor prob]ems in wr1t1ng assessment ‘have arisen from

" ous fa11ure to define wr1t1ng, from our ]ackuof understand1ng about its

~

development, and from the 1nd1cators we use to Judge competence. Unre-

solved questions, therefore permeate all featqres of a test of writing

=~ \]

ability. ‘ . , .

: 1. task or item: ~Should the stu&ent task be to select a
: mult1p]e-cho1te response or to produce a
. writing sample? What should the students
. ' - write on?. What mode of discourse or ’
rhetorica] functron genre and audience?,

. 34
2. .directions: .- What should the task exp]1cit1y ask .for °

¢ \ " and what-shoyld it require students to
: make. dec1s1ons on?




weva]uat1on and 1nstruct1on Further ‘benefits of doma1n-referenced

3. setting: = How much time should be provided and under
‘ v what context should writing be assessed?
. Should students have the opportunity to
. revise? =\ '
Vo .

4. eva]uat1ve criteria: What features of writing should be
@ evaluated? Should the evaluation process .

- be analytic or impressionistic? Should
: criteria be differentially weighted?

Y

.
k4

5. evaluat1ve process How many writing samples should be - SRR

» . corrected per student: How many raters
’ should read each paper? How should rdters ‘
- . ' be checked for stability or cdns1stency7 - |
|
|

6. 1nterpretat1on of scores: What determ1nes competence? How

- generalizable are scores? Should differ-
. ent subscales -be differentially weighted? . ‘
o What are the instructional implications . |
of, e.g., a."2" in "organization"?

I 3

-— Most notab]e among these issues and the quest1ons they raise is the

LY

need-for a sound decision-making basis, for a rationale and referent.

’ N . -

Domain-referenced testing is a useful vehicle for addressing the matter

of assessment criteria. The specification, to which test jtems are’

referenced, describes what is geant by writing, the range and depth of (
the knowledge required 6f the student, the conditiens under which such - . ' '!
know]edge is to be demonstrated, and the criteria by which qua11ty of &

performance is judged. The doma1n specification, then pub]1c1y commun-

EIR Y

icates the content and nature of the test. By descr1b1ng the testhb]e'

mater1a1 w1th1n the subject area, the domain spec1f1cat1on is also a
useful- dev1ce for communicat1ng to teachers the 1nstruct1ona1 cOntent

they are be1ng held accbuntable for teaching. In many ways domain-

LY , - ]

referenced testing a]so encourages and re1nforces the 11nk between

bR

testing stem from the existence of ru]es governing the generation and . -
-, - . , N
-scoring of test items. . This al)ows the test developed to cbntro] or

. - .,
. - '
Y v
¥ ’- ;. ‘—’\“
! %% 5
s .
. ¢ L.
. . )



e

exc1dde"¥aktors known!to or suspected of affectiné test difficuity in

| . » . ways unrelated to instructional contént, i.e., biasing effects. Domain t
specifications also enchénce the re]iabi]igy of Fhe>testipg program; the

¢larity of definitign and rules for item generation should allow for -
results to be replicated using different test items or a?édifferenf ‘ .
times of administration. * Test va]idify may_be judged in comparisons of .

ifems to domain, and domain to instructional or curricular contents or

objectives. ~

§

While it is easy to argue for,thé domain-referenced testing approach,
"t " the actual creation and use of domain-referenced tests of writing présent

, a major challenge. As henti&ned’Briefly above, there is little consensus

. on the boundaries and contents of the domain of writing skills. However,

—

research and theory from the various fields of inquiry provide some use- e

N

' " ful information and clues for spe;ifying.the domain for assessina writing‘ !

' sKills.: . -
e . .“‘ ) _ s )
._‘ - ,-- * ‘\, » A, e ) .

" PART II: RESEARCH AND THEORY IN WRITING °

] . S
S Bu1ld1ngfa Wr1t1ng Domain T - '

A d1st1nct10n in research perspect1ves ar1ses 1mmed1ate]y in thQ
\def1n1t1on of yr1t1ng Some researchers and theor1sts.v1ew wr$t1ng as a .

K

noun, that%1s, as "text," a written produc;. Others cpns1der wr1t1ng a.

§
f

verb, a set of behaviors orzovert and covert processes of communication.

Obviously, this distinction affects the sbecificathﬁ of the,wrjtjng'

skills domain. o L ”

o When writing«is seen as a product test tasks and the1r 1nstruct1ona] -

brerequ1s1tes attend to text features, This focus upon the text sends
RN e . . 4




> N ~
the test deve]oper off in search of rating scales for evaluating text

: : and rules for generat1ng rhetorical tasks and appropr1ate top1cs
. \/..

Instruct1on 1n this perspect1ve 1eans toward concern with text features‘
such as organmzat1on, syntactic fluency, sty]e mechan1cs, and usage .

(among others).. .Oftemthis falls out in pract1ce as student exercises . 4 *
- in outlining and writing topic senténces, or sentence-combining exércises

: designed to move students toward greater syntactic sophistication T-

When writing 1s v1ewed as a subset of a range of commun1cat1on

FREI activities, the text is v1ewed as an outcome of the 1nteract1oh between

the writer and reader! and the focus is upon performancé of necessar*

writing behaviors presumedato affect communicatibn rather than on the

. >

‘text itself. \.Lnstruct1on emphaS1zes planning and revising behav1ors

Al Al

're1ated to audience, purpose‘ and content of the wr1t1ng

-

The f1rst perspectlve, and-1ts'1mp11cat1ons,-descrnbe the majority

A of current instructional and assessment practices, and their rationales.

‘
Nl

oy
-

The second represents the direction taken b& research theory ef?orts in

psycho11ngu1st1cs and social and cogn1t1ve psycho]ogy In most instanges, )
work in these areas has been less concerned W1th evaiuat1on and -instruc-

tion than with c1ose scrutiny o the wn1ter7]n-proce35 to tha1n accurate -
y /~ descriptions of ‘behaviors distifguishing skilled from unskilled writers.a"
' This product:process distdnction is useful Bwimari]y.for describing
the‘domain bf writing and sbggesting assessment pdssibi]itjes: if we

can begin to distinguish the processes and.ski?Js that af%ect product
features, -and if we can begin to understand their interre]ation{hips and -
the variabies (such’as deveiopmentai_stages) affecting‘them,~then perhaps
we can begin tb'design assessment tasks that will help us describe stu-

B dent ,competencies in a more meanfngfu] way. Perhaps alsd the reliability
. < N\ .

K ' .




- O N - ' L
arld validity of our judgments about student achievement in writing will'

v '

improve: dbvtous]y, such behavioréﬂ]y‘based (rather than text-tied) =

assessments would- prov1de a greateD wea]th of 1nstruct1ona1 1nformat1on

w d

“for d1agno§%s and remed1at1on -of student writing prob]ems Wh11e des-

e ,

criptions of student competence that rely on an essay's. product features

.

te11 us what' gross errors a student is making, these descriptions do not

tell us why the student succumbs *to prob]ems nor how to ass1st him/her’

s

in overcoming: them As Bere1ter Scandama]ra and Bracewe]ﬂ point out:
It is 1mposs1b1e, simply by ana]yz1ng the. compos1t1on
.0 thate someone has produced in response to an assignment,
_to infer both: ¢(a) what the actuaJ task ‘was, as‘ construed
by the wr1ter and (b) what’ the writer's competence was - - .
:in respect to_the requirements of that task. If you
assume one,, you can infer the other, but you cannot -
infer both at once. Deve]opmenta] research 4n-wr1t1ng ’
has genera]]y proceeded by assuming that the task wds . fa,
.* construed.the same" by all subjects and therefrom infer: -
ring differences in competence But this is quite an ’
inadequate way of goxng after any deep understanding “of
~ cognitive development in writing. (1979, p. 5) '

PRl

“4

-

This papey recommends ‘that we view the writing domain in a_ manner

‘:‘.. . : iy ! . . b .
that i8.more in accord with our current views of reading. In read1ng,
) S .

we .now have the research and theory based soph1st]cat1on to descr1be a -

e

. student s read1ng ab111ty as a profile which describes h1s/her compe-

'S

- tence in era] decod1ng, literal and 1nferent1a1 comprehen510n word

'attack vocabulary, and cr1t1ca1 or eva]uat1ve read1ng sk111s We can

construct test tasks we be11eve measure these skills and provide: instruc-
't1ona11y re]evant def1n1t1ons of competence’ and e{ror types. " In writing,
too we need to cons1der the value of adopt1ng a process or1entatzon

thatJrecogn1zes the deve]opmenté] qua11ty of component skqlls and, sub-
o\ ¢ ¢ ‘
processes, the 1nterre1at1onsh1ps among those skills, " and the behav1ors '

P W e o -

or -outcomes that demonstrate competerdce.. - . .

-

N . : © S

¢
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What is Writjpg?s C . .

Desoite the variety of discip]ines represénted inﬂthe 1iterature,g

PR

most theory: and research on the processes: in wr1t1ng appear to d1st1n-/~\

\gu1sh ‘two 1arge process categor1es The first category includes those<l

Lar) '

second category of - act1v1t1es includes the drafting- of the text and'any

I
oreworkings.
D

These d1v1s1oné of labor Have been described by Sta]]ard

. (1972,°1976) as "compos1ng" and "transcr1b1ng

Composition refers to.

LY

1 .~;ehav1ors and thoughts occurr1ng before the draft1ng of the essay - Thej'

~

hat}

}he 1nvent1oﬁ:of the message content, to act1vmtfes occurring)befofe;
~. - ‘ vy v 5 )
writing' Transcription refers to the encoding of‘theumessage;
. &
. actua] product1on and refinément of the message.

to’the |
These two process v s,

VR categories suhsume mggy tasks and subsk111s ' - ' ¥ T
Dur1ng compos1ng, the writer p]ans Analyses of writers-in-process
- and theory-based specu]at1ons hdve been employed to decompose the pre-

os1ng 1nto re]ated subtasks However because

.

wr1t1ng exper1ence of
- : { ‘ .
/ .. these subtask behav1ors are so much more covert thanowr1t1ng and r'ev1s1ngA s
_ act1v1t1es that'may ﬁe traceq;qn‘the.text there 1s 1ess consensus aboﬁt .

“he -

“what does, and shou]d const1tute the subsk1]]s in prewr1t1ng
the differences of opinion re]ated students
- ) - S N
' ledge in, two ]eve]sg%f pn;writing activfties«

Generally, L . :
deta1]1ng skills and knoy- -

}he first is the recall
aeﬁ/use of appropr1ate metap]ans, that 1s,_p]ahs for p]ans heur15t1cs

., to gulde‘%he task-spec1f1c decas1ons and” hehaviors. * ‘In wr1t1ng,,such R S

ll': ~

plans might beg1n w1th the determ1nat1on ef\the rhetor1ca1 nature of the

. o task. “G1ven that Qgterm1nat1on the next step.in the p}an m1ght§pé‘to

T T,
) . _..recall and adapt the'appropr1ate schefrata (Bere1ter et a1s, 1979)

o] ‘e

Bk _ . .
These schemata for eXampIe m1ght descr1be elements ,and reﬁat1onsh1ps ] .
L

EXS

among e]gménts in a bus1ness 1etter of 1nqu1ry, an exposato;y'essay, a g

. Ao - e e

.
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r

}

3
.
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. persuasive editoriaT'ietter or a‘factua1 narrative. A next step in

audience re]evant writing e1ements s\r ‘final activity in prewriting

" decisions seem to inc1ude decisions about audience 1nformation needs and ’

-'related subtasks. Much of the research in writing behav1ors has concen- //

the transcriptﬁon processes that result in effective versus ineffective

texts (Hayes & Flower, 1978; Matsuhashi %fCoeper 1978). These processes

purposes.,‘First, writers can moniton‘and maintain their planned tourge

o~

]

prewriting _might be to select the schemata describing appropriate \ ‘_ ‘ .

might be to 1ncorporate or 1ntégrat5 information and deci51ons 1nto a

set of intentions that w111 guide "the Yurther deve]opment ahd transcrip-

tionsof the essay response (Flower &lHa s, 1979; No]d,'1979). Such a .

plan may affect organization, tone, syntaxy etc. in the final text. The
- 9 ' N Tt .
secbnd category of prewriting activities, "planning to say"-(Flower, ...

n.d. ), is concerned with dec151ons and determibations about the'taskly\“"

specific requirements. This second planning type might be evidenced 1n

'\

jgtted notes or outlines - indicating student awareness of content plans,

of audience, and of purpase. For good writers, at least, these content

£ "" o

&

W

the purpose of the endeavor

During transcription the writer drafts -a written text. This o

drafting process has. also been dESCY1bed as comprising several 1nter- ) o/

trated; upon this part.of the~wr1ting domaln. Descriptions_of error

categories, structural levels of revisions, and repertoires of revision

*
Bad

ski]]s‘afe'dfxen used to distinguish effective from ineffective writers.

Observational and'verbalqprotocoi ana]yses have also been used to uncover

F

include recursive p]anning and rev151ng'gf the text during writing.

oy e

Sk111ed writers have baen found to pause during writing for rereading

the text they have produced "so far This rereading seems to serve two

10. ; 1.3‘




5°

' e1aborated and spec1f1c dur1ng the actual wr1t1ng process

are_limited, competent writers appear to be able to coEe with the “load.

of action in the essay; In monitoring their text, writers are hypothe-

° . ' - <
. -

&
sized to'compare their intentions and understandings of audience and

[N

task function (developed during prewriting) with what they've written.

o0

Where dissonance arises between these two representatiods of meaning .
: s Ty -

(intended and textuajv, skj]]ed-writeﬁs are cued-.to perform revisions
(Sommens, 1979): The second function of nausing'to reread appears to be

to plan the "next s’tepfl in a successive1y refineq message. The pre-

»
’

writing plan, then, may be a rather vague guiding intention that is

.

k2 °

This brief descr1pt16h of the writing domain presents writing as a

eomp1ex actn;1ty, 1nvo1y1ng many subsk111s and processes wh1ch draw upon
an individual whiter';&Hinited_resources of attention aﬁh effort, and o
capacities of long- anJ'short-term memqry; in addition to his/her know-
ledge about topic and audience imp]ications. The effect of these task
demands for‘competent writing performance has been termed ﬂwr}te; over-
ioadf (Nold, 1979). However: although writer nesouhces and cgpacities

. o -
Cogn%tive theory suggests two possibi]ities.. First, competent writers
may become more adept at some of the subtasks and thus are able to "pay
less attent1on" to theme This concurs w1th the descr1pt1ons of sk111ed
wr1ters (Hayes & Flower, 1978; Matsuhash1 & Cooper 197&, Stallard
1972). Or, second, the;competent;yr1ter may adopt a metap]an or employ

‘ . )
strategies for efficient dep]oyment of resources across tasks (0deln,

1978; Rose, n:d.; Young,. Becker, ‘& Pike, 1975). Thus, our standard

>

assessment pract1ce of eva]uat1ng student writing competence on the

basis of- the judged quality of essay features is perhaps an assessment
[]

of the ultimate criterion, that of competence at putting a11 the subskills

.- %
“n it c?‘- :
LF S A "

“

-
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] together for any‘given‘writing task - If, on then%tner hand, aSsessment

‘ proceded from a writing domain that moved forward toma:d“the comp]ex, J
R 1ntegrat1ve demonst\jtion,pf competence from demonstrations of" competenge' :
: in the en-route or prerequ151te subskilis, we might haye an assessment

d\‘.. L4

program that cou]d‘satisfy most of the 1ssues ‘raised in Part’I of this

'paper; that 1§, an assessment program that prov1des 1nfdrmation of
. . o . L -
. immediate &nd prescriptivg§use to district . and classroom:personnel.

~

While we must wait for further research ard refinement of theory to

-

help: us decide upon defensible, valid task analyses and competence

markers, some encouraging work in this direction Has been done. For -

example, 1n/rev1510n we khow that there are specific skills that some :.

-

\ R ‘; ’

students either do not know theysshould do, do not. *know when or how to
' 14

do, or are 1ncompetent (inadequate or 1ncomp]ete) at d01ng (Bridwell

1979 Flower, n.d.; Per] 1979‘<Sommers, 1979; Stallard, 1972). .This -

r” oo

«»

suggests a familiar cognitive developmental explanation of the difference

1,

. between being able to recognize and being able to recognize and correctly

respond to a 51tuation. We also know that some subprocesses are bound

to others; for example, objective rereading for revision, considering
. Fl -

audience when planning content_(Beacb, 1976; Flower, n.d.). We have '
evidence (Kroll,® 1978). suggesting tﬁat at lower grade-levels, audience

awareness is closely tied to cognitive maturity (ability to take on the

-

role of others, recentering). We also know that different writinga |

topics and purposes require different kipds of thinking,. e.g., ability

to generalize, to use levels of organization, to use sequences or con-

trasts (DaVis & Nold, 1980;‘King, 1978). For example, there are develop-

mental differences in the ease of responding to descriptive,'narrative, -

expository, or argumentative writing‘(ﬁer], 1977; Perron, 1978).
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,devicés in later discourse of their own. . N

- .

N including discovering ideas, manipulating ideas producing“texts ed1t1ng 3

2 ¢

. \ .
. .

0

In addition to research on orocesses and variables affeciing pro-
‘cesses, we have some theory-based not1ons‘pbout the kinds of competence
markers we might empﬁfy for var1ous subskills. Bruce, Collins, Rubin,
and Gentner (1978) devote several pages of a technical report to descrip- -

. . . . g
tions of "intermediate tasks" that deal with the variety of subskills

° ~
- "

" texts, and se]f-editing'texts. 0de11 (1978) describes 11ngu1st1c cues .

in writing that might measure cognitive proces es’ 1 writing and also
\ - (
suggests a developmental view of these cues. BereTber (1?79) has experi-

mented'wigh yodng children (grades 4 andﬂ6) in teaching them heuristics

for particular(rheforica1 purposes afid has found ‘them able to use those

[

Lt e
Summary Recommendations

Attention to writing assessment is new: LResearch and theory are
‘ ' ’ t
still widely scattered among fields of inquiry and differing perspéctives-
o * B .

within thosey fields. - As with most new rushes t0>ho§ jssues, much current .

-

and recent work is split in one of two directienis: - basic research or ) .
1

practical stopgap measures. Applied research will require 'some integra-

°

tion of available knowledge into a viable -framework ﬁhich'prestribes for
current practice and recommends future research.

This paperfhas adapted a.domain-referenced view of.instruction and N

) . A N 4 . ..

assessment This view stresses definition of a subject, delimitation of u‘
|

z

instructional goa]s and effoﬁ%s and samp11ng of cr1ter1on behaviors to

describe competenc is a those 1nstruct1ona1 goa]s The wr1t1ng

vis a vis t

" skills domain may provide the appropr1ate framework for 1ntegratfng

[y

basic research and theory on writing w1th 1mp11catfon and recommendatfons :

¥

for. 1nstruct1on-andkassessmen%‘of wr1t1ng achievement. The Qr1t1ng

4 . F i
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domair, however, is not a term I .have,found: anywhere in reyiewing the
. research and theory on writing.’ In fact, 1f we choose to describe the

! ?

writing domain according to current practice, we wou]d have to draw a«/
4‘7'\‘.% ) )

Dy 'rather static ﬁicture of writing sk111s in terms of desired features of

™ “;cu:»'f & o

“% . the, product (e.g., mechanics, cohe51veness) and describe criterion -
\ .

. ' performdnce as the.appearancg of- those qualities in texts addressing

\kv‘ ) aifferent tasks (e.g., exposition, narration)l lRecent research.and"

. ‘ theory, howeuer, in contrast to theipractitioner.experience, have begun‘
-"to exp]ore the writing domain w1th an active or rather an interactive-

» mode] of comp051ng and transcribing skills and subskills Descriptions

of behav1ora1 differences in the perfqrmance of these subskills are now

N
'

Lo used tordistinguish competence A

This direction holﬁs much more pronise for the practitioner although _

> she/he will require, patience for-this greater‘payof If we want to

>

-teach students a ské?i that transcené‘?ﬁarticuiar classyd instances.

el

9-to con51der

).t *

A g,
ghaviors and

of instruction,;or task characteristics, it might behoovys

the_teaching and'assessment of composing and transcribing

their'prerequisites. Perhaps after mastery of these shi]]s, students

will he prepared to refine the skills or advance beyond these‘ninimai

conpetencies to deal with sophisticateo distinctions arising from differ-
. ences‘in writing purpose, setting, and topic. If we can begin to distin-

guish the processes and ski]]s.that affect product features and if we

can begin- tO'understand their interre]ationships and the variab]es

affectinggyhem, perhaps we ‘can begin: to ferret out assessment tasks that ‘
T will helpwus’oescribe student writing competenc1es 1n a more meaningful -
way. It appears that these "jifs'" are-possible; these recommendations

. fe

may therf be the long-term research,payoff for the practitioner. Meanwhite
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: ’ because she/he is on the line now, current work on practical assessment 2
) . - » ' C- o, . .
problems should continue to be: addressed. n, .
- . > .
- N . N Y .-
SN e te
1} ¢ - Al
. - < - * , 2 R
. L . .
‘:‘5",‘ .
. e ’ A '
1 I . AN
|
. ‘
. p : . |
“ |
> _ . . ! + - ;
- A Y ’ |
{ - ’ ) 0 P ’ . ’
"..»v‘
+ - - :
. ) . 4
. RS \ ' |
3 . ‘ ' e - ; |
' i : [ ¢ %
. ‘ P . - ‘
: oo & - = C
N \ . . P PR - S— 1
~ ’ N * . - “
. . g X |
. .
/ L .
v ~ . . ] . f .
‘ ! : XY s \ >
N ' - N L)
. N . - % t N .
a ot N\ ~ . . =
= p . y \
. S . .
< L / N .
\ . . . . L \ N
‘,\ - - T . @ *
. ) : ’ . P . ) ' o v
. v ~ * . N
. - v AY +
.~ i e v - r3 .
T . N -
A ~ R . - H
) ® ) ‘ ' ~ 1 ) ;‘é
: ] . - 3 T
. ) * * . ’ i LA yad . ' ' .
Py ﬁ ° . - - N “ f
s ~ : ~ . : ;
k] ' ' . A i
T e . . . ., . \ -
) v .'l - Co. Ry :




References -

w

Bakeg, E.» L. Long Range. P1dn for the UCLA Center for the Study of
Eva]ua¢1bn Submitted to the- Nat1ona1 Inst1tute of Educat1on,”
aSepteﬁber 30, 1977. 3 .

.
N \« G:- o ,' o~ m’-m

Barritt, L., '& Kroll, B. Some" 1mp11cat1ons of cogn1t1ve deve]opmenta]

. psycho]ogy for nesearch on compos1ng Chapter 47in C. Cooper & - .
S - L."0dell (Eds.), Researchian gomposing:- Points of departure. Urbana,
"-\if IL Nat1ona1 Council of achers of Eng)ish, 1978. )

Beach R Se1f eva]uat1on strateg1es of “extensive revisers and non-
© revisers.” Co];Age Compos1t1on and Commun1;at1on, 1976 27 160-164.

Bereiter C., Scardama11a, M., & Bracewe]] R. An app11ed cogn1t1ve-
deve]opmenta] approach to wr1t1ngﬁgesearch Paper presented at the
‘annual meeting ofv“the American. Educat1ona1 Research Association,
San Francisco, CA, 1979

13

Bruce, B.x Co}lins, A Rub1n A '& Gentner, D. A cognitive. science
. approach to wr1t1ng (Tech Rep. N6. 89). Cambridge, MA: Bolt,
Beranek and Newman,® Inc., 1978'

‘ A,
Davis, B., & Nolﬁ, E. The d1scourse matr1x College gomposition and
communication, in press 1980. ,

Dilworth, C Reising, R., & Wolfe, D. Language structure and thoaght
" in wr1t1ng compos1t1on* Certain relationships. Research in the
Teach1ng of Eng11sh 1978, 12, 97-106. - v

F]ower L. Good writing:-- Evaluating the wr1ter s process .Pittsburgh,
PA CarnegTe-Me1lon Un1vers1ty, n.d. : L

.

Hayes, J & Flower, L. Wr1ﬁ1ngfas problem solving. Paper preeented at
the,annual meeting of the Amer1can Educat1ona1 Research Assqc1at1on
San Francisco, CA, 1979.

-
1

Hayes, & F]ower L. Protécol ana1ys1s of writing processes. Papen
presented at the annual meeting of the American Educat1ona1 Research
Association, Toronto, Canada, 1978.. .

K1ng,,M Research in compos1t1on A need for theqry Research in the
Teach1n_grof Enghs}x 1978, 12,. 193-202, *

Kro]] . 'Cognitive egocentr1sm and the prob]em of aud1ence awareness
in wr1tten discourse. Research in the Teaching of English, 1978,
12, 269-281 . ’

Loban, W. Language development: Kindergarten through grade.twelve
(Res. Rep. No. 18).. Urbana, IL: National -Council of Teacpers of
English, 1976. . s - "

-~

2 o -




ia

~
- <
-

A

[y

Matsuhash1 & Copper C. A, video t1me monitored observational study
- .The transcr1b1ng behavior and compos1ng processes of a competent
t " \= . > high school wr1ter Unpub11sﬁ%d paper, State University of New York,

* Buffalo, 1978.-,

“r

Murray, D. Internal revisioni A procgss of d1scovery Chapter 7 in

‘é C. Cooper-& L.:0dell (Eds Y, Research on composing: Points. of
= departure.’ Qrbana National Ceuncil of Teachers of English,
1978 ' .~ R . . .
"No1d, E. The writing proc¢ess. Unpublished manuscript, Stanford ,
i Univérsity, 1979. ) s -
T 0de11 L. Measuring the effect of .instruction in prewr1t1ng Research
{fit the Teaching of Eng]1sh 1978, 12, 228-240. ,
Pérl, S.' The composing processes of unsk1T£;§;6611ege wr1ters .
Research in. the Teaching of English, 1979, 13, 317-336.
Perron, J. Written syntactic complexity and the modes of discourse.
Paper presented at-the annual meeting.df the American Educat1ona1
o Research Assoc1at1on New York, '1977.
‘ Rose, M. S;ra;egies, ‘audience, exposition and fieshmen's prSﬁreésv-A
cognitive/contextual theory of instruction for college composition.
Los" Ange]es CA: University of California, Los Ange]es, Department
of Eng11sh the Wr1t1ng PrOJect n.d. .
. Shaughnessy, M. Errors and expectat1ons. A. guide for the teacher of
4 basic writing.. New York: Oxford University Press, 1977. -
Sommers, N. The-need for theory in.composition research. College Com-
position and Communication 1979, 30, 46-49. (a) .
~Sommers, N. Revision stragﬁgjes of student writers and exper1enced
‘@, writers. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the National
Council of Teachers-of English, San Francisco, CA, 1979. -(b)
AN .
. © Stallard, C. An analysis of the writing behavior of good student writers.
- Unpub11shed doctora1 d1ssertat1on Un1ver§1ty of Virginia; 1972
Stallard, ‘C. Compos1ng A cogn1t1ve process theory. College Compos1-
t1on and CGmmun1cat1on %P?G 21, 181~ 184. L,
T Sta]lard C An ana]ys1s of the writing behavior of good student
writers Researchiin the Teaching of English, 1978 12, 206~ 218
Young, R. Becker A., & P1ke, K. Rhetor1c D1scovery’and change ‘
.. New York Harcourt Brace and WOrld }970 ‘ ¢
' A 2 . . . i

Py




